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INSTRUCTIONS:
This is the decision in your case. All documents have been returned to the office that originally decided your case. Any
further inguiry must be made tw that office.

i vou believe the law was ingppropriately applied or the analysis used in reaching the decision was inconsistert with the
mformation provided or with precedent decisions, you may file a motion 1o reconsider. Such a motion must staze the
reasons for reconsideration and be supported by any pertisent precedent decigions.  Any motion to reconsider must be filed
within 30 days of the decision that the motion seeks o reconsider, as required under 8 CLF.R. 103.5¢a)( 131,

It you have new or additional information that you wish 1 have considered, you may file 2 motion to reopen. Such a motion
must state the new facts (o be proved at the reopened proceeding and be suppotted by aftidavits or other documentary
evidence. Any motion to reopen must be fiied within 30 days of e decision that the motion seeks o reopen, except that
fatlure to file before this perfod expires may be excused in the discretion of the Service where it is demonstrated thar the
delay was reasonable and heyond the control of the applicant or petidoner. Id.

Ay motion must be filed with the office that originaily decided your case along with 3 fee of $110 as required under 8
C.F.R. 103.7.
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DISCUSSION: The nonimmigrant visa petition and a subsequent motion
to reconsider were denied by the Director, Vermont Servige Center.
The matter 18 now before the Asgociate Commissioner for
Bxaminations on appeal. The appesl will be dismissed.

The petitioner is a manufacturer that seeks to employ the
beneficiary temporarily in the United States ag 3 technician. The
director determined that the petitioner had not established that
the beneficiary had Dbeen employed in a specialized knowledge
capacity or that the beneficiary possesses specialized knowledge.

On appeal, counsel argues that the petitioner explained in its
motion that this is a legally valid position. Coungel siates thatbt
the director has adopted a policy of blanket denial of cases from
China and that this is unlawful on its face, in restraint of trade
and discriminatery on the basis of national origin. Counsel
further states that this policy can and will be challenged in a
court of law should the AAC fail to take corrective action.

8 C.F.R. 103.3{a) (1) (v} states in part:

Summary dismigsal. An officer to whom an appeal is
taken shall summarily dismiss any appeal when the party
concerned fails to identify specifically any erroneocus
conclusion of law or statement of fact for the appeal.

Ag the petitioner hasg failed to identify specifically any
evronsousg conclusion of law or statement of fact for the appeal,
the appeal will be summarily dismisgsed.

In visa petition proceedings, the burden of proving eligibility
for the benefit sought rests solely with the petitioner. Section
291 of the Act, 8 U.8.C. 1361. The petitioner hag not sustained
that burden.

ORDER: The appeal is summarily dismissed.



